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PCPS Membership Statistics

Section Membership
Continues To Expand
PCPS membership continues to grow at a rapid pace.
After reaching a low of slightly over 1,500 in late 1985 the
number of member firms topped 4,000 shortly after the
accompanying statistics were compiled.
The growth seems to have resulted from three factors:
the passage of the Plan to Restructure, with its mandatory
practice reviews for all AICPA firms; the Section’s increas
ing emphasis on member services and benefits; and a
vigorous membership promotion campaign featuring a
series of letters to prospective member firms. (For further
insights see the Chairman’s Corner on page 2.)
Especially gratifying to the Section’s leaders is the fact
that so many of the new members are smaller firms. While
membership has grown in all categories since June of last
year, the number of sole proprietors (i.e., “one partner”
firms) has more than doubled. Providing appropriate
benefits and services to these firms has been a major
focus of the Section’s committees for more than a
year.
□

March
1989

Once again the PCPS Conference will kick off the CPE
course on “How To Conduct A Peer Review.” Several
dozen subsequent presentations will follow across the
U.S., from May through December.
The course, written by the staff of AICPA’s Quality
Review Division, discusses the planning, conducting and
reporting on peer reviews.
Peer review team captains are required to have
attended such a training course. The Quality Review
Program has a similar requirement, although quality

March
1987

TOTALS
Number of Member
Firms

3,949

2,601

1,695

Number of CPAs
in Member Firms

74,019

66,542

62,224

145,971

128,306

119,994

36.9%
48.1
11.0
4.0

29.4%
50.9
13.8
5.9

13.0%
60.0
18.9
8.1

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

20.2%
29.7
19.1
16.3
11.1
3.6

15.1%
26.0
20.0
18.7
14.8
5.4

4.7%
18.5
23.6
25.1
20.8
7.3

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

80.6%
17.9
1.5

76.6%
21.2
2.2

69.1%
27.8
3.1

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

90.0%
8.0
2.0

87.3%
9.9
2.8

81.9%
14.6
3.5

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Number of Professionals
in Member Firms

RATIOS
Number of Partners
1
2-5
6-10
11 or more

Number of Professionals
1
2-5
6-10
11-20
21-50
51 or more

Number of Offices
1
2-5
6 or more

Heavy Schedule of
Reviewers’ Courses
Planned

June
1988

Number of SEC Clients
None
1-4
5 or more

reviewers will need to use the work programs, checklists
and other materials developed for that program.
Numerous presentations are scheduled of two related
courses: “How To Conduct A Quality Review,” and “Prepar
ing For Review: Maintaining Quality Control.” For infor
mation about dates and locations, call the AICPA’s
CPE Hotline: 212/575-5696 in New York State,
800/242-7269 elsewhere.
□
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Chairman’s Corner
by Robert Israeloff
Chairman, PCPS Executive Committee

PCPS is a member-driven organization. We listen to what
our people say and respond to their needs. That, I believe,
has been the key ingredient in the success of our first
decade. It will be no less important in the future.
As most of you know, PCPS enjoyed a dramatic surge
in growth during the past year. Membership has risen from
1,700 firms to more than 4,000 since the passage of the
Plan to Restructure the Profession in January 1988. In
terms of sheer numbers, that’s a very gratifying develop
ment.
At the same time, the Executive Committee felt it was
important to determine why the new firms had joined, and
what benefits they expected to get out of PCPS. That’s
why we conducted a survey in November of the 1,738 firms
that joined in the previous ten months.

New Member Survey Results
In many ways, the survey results were a validation of
the organization’s mission and activities during the past
10 years. The two primary reasons for joining were to
“improve/maintain the quality of our practice” and “peer
review.” Together they accounted for more than half of all
the reasons cited.
Not surprisingly, the most important benefit that new
members anticipate is “improved quality control,” men
tioned by almost 9 out of 10 respondents. Other benefits
that received frequent mention were “practice development
support,” “exchange of knowledge with other firms,” and
“increased prestige.”
To help translate these general member benefits into
specific PCPS activities, we asked the firms to rank a
number of PCPS services in terms of which would be the
most helpful to them. The top vote-getters (and the
percentage of respondents mentioning them) were:
Tips on Technical or Professional Matters
62%
Practice Management Support
48%
Meetings & Programs for Sole Proprietors
or Very Small Firms
46%
News on Issues Affecting Local Firms and
Private Companies
45%
Handout Materials for Clients and Poten
tial Clients
43%
Educating Banks and other Audit Users
about Peer Review
30%

Programs in Progress
PCPS already has a number of ongoing programs and
is developing others to address these needs. Among those
reviewed at the latest PCPS Executive Committee were:

“Plain Paper” Financial Statements. We believe that
there should be a way for CPAs to provide financial
information to local business managements without going
through costly formalities. The next step is for the
Accounting and Review Services Committee to consider
whether to approve standards for these “plain’ paper”
statements.
Regional TEAM Conferences. PCPS will sponsor
three regional TEAM conferences in 1989, all on Mondays:
September 11
Los Angeles
October 30
Washington, DC
October 30
Dallas
These conferences are specifically designed for sole
proprietors and smaller firms. TEAM stands for TEn At
Most—firms with up to 10 professionals. An experimental
TEAM meeting, held in Chicago last November, was a
great success. More than 50 people flew in for an all-day
meeting. Many of these individuals will serve on a
“Formation Committee” for the 1989 Conferences.
Firm-on-Firm Directory. For the first time, this year we
will publish a directory of firms interested in performing
peer and quality reviews. The directory should be helpful
to firms identifying an appropriate review team, and will
help firms interested in performing more reviews to market
their services.
Sample Quality Control Documents. The Executive
Committee may make improved guidance available to new
and prospective members on how to set up a quality
control (QC) system. We are currently reviewing the
Institute’s sample QC documents to determine how they
should be revised.
Professional Manuals. We are investigating how to
help firms acquire manuals at reasonable cost. At the
same time, we are considering a proposal to assist the
Institute in improving its A&A Manual by establishing a
panel of Manual users to develop recommendations.
To help firms write personnel manuals, we are
reviewing the manuals of the Executive Committee firms.
Our goal is to develop modular personnel manual seg
ments that PCPS firms can customize.
Client Satisfaction Survey. Noting that surveys of
clients are a beneficial marketing tool, particularly to local
or regional firms, we are looking into ways to package the
elements of such a survey. Member firms could then
conduct their own surveys at a reduced cost and communi
cate the results to clients and potential clients.
Non-Technical Hotline. The Communications Task
Force has recommended that PCPS establish a non
technical hotline service to answer member questions
about the AICPA and its different services or to refer
callers to the appropriate information source. We may
also insert a “hotline sheet” listing key AICPA phone
numbers in periodic issues of the Advocate and the new
member kit.
Continued on page 8
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Instant Prestige—The
“PCPS EXPRESS”

In 1988, PCPS Express covered these subjects:
• Temporary Regulations on Passive Limitations
• 2% Floor, Miscellaneous Deductions
• Mid-Year Tax Planning
• Fiscal Year Election
Continued on page 7

FASB releases a new statement. The IRS changes the tax
laws—again. You’d like to send your clients and prospects
a letter to tell them about the new developments and what
their impact will be.
But time is tight, and you can’t afford to devote a staff
member or a consultant to research the issue. So, another
opportunity to market your firm’s services slips by.
The best way to market a professional service—like
accounting—is to keep in close touch with your “network”
of clients, prospective clients, and colleagues in law and
banking. Most of the large national firms have legions of
staff members to churn out brochures, newsletters and
updates of important rulings for their networks.
So do you. PCPS Express, an exclusive service for
PCPS members, is an almost effortless way for your firm
to be at the cutting edge of news and trends. An annual
subscription costs $250. Here’s how it works:
1. PCPS, working with our consultants, Newkirk Pub
lications, identifies timely issues of importance to
the clients and prospects of member firms.
2. Newkirk researches and writes an “update” on the
issue, and sends it in both typeset and typewriter
formats to subscribers.
3. Your firm photocopies the text onto your letterhead.
4. You send the news to your mailing list of clients,
potential clients and professional colleagues.
The whole key to this service is time. Newkirk special
izes in quick turnaround, so your clients can receive the
news while it’s still news—not months later.
Steve Kaufman, managing partner of Kaufman,
Rosenbloom, Shapiro & Mostow of Bethesda, Maryland,
has used the service for more than a year. “Clients used to
call me up to say, ‘I’ve heard about this new tax law—do
you know anything about it? Will it affect my business?’
“Now, my clients already know about the news. And
prospective clients call their own CPAs and say ‘I just got
this notice from another firm—why haven’t you told me
anything about this?’ When I meet with a potential client or
referral source, I automatically put them on the mailing list,
and it has paid off.”
Mr. Kaufman’s 35-person firm has designed a special
masthead for use with the Express, printed on heavy stock
with bold colors. When each issue arrives, it is quickprinted at a fast copy shop. “Since each issue only covers
one topic, I find that people read it when they get it—they
don’t just put it in the reading pile.”

Technical Alert:
Conforming Changes
for Auditing Literature
Coming Soon
In a recent meeting with representatives of the Auditing
Standards Division (ASD), members of the Technical
Issues Committee (TIC) inquired about the various ver
sions of the profession’s retrievable auditing literature.
Because of the potential implications for anyone research
ing an auditing question, the TIC asked that the ASD’s
response be summarized in the Advocate for PCPS
members.
SASs are mailed to the Institute members when they
are issued, and Auditing Interpretations are printed in the
Journal of Accountancy. However, the first retrievable
copies are in the looseleaf AICPA Professional Standards,
Volume 1 of which contains U.S. Auditing Standards.
Twice a year these standards are reprinted in paper
back form. The June 1, 1988 paperback includes SASs 53
through 61, which were issued in April 1988. However, the
conforming changes that these SASs necessitated in
earlier pronouncements are not reflected in that edition.
These changes will soon be made in the looseleaf service
and will be reflected in the second paperback, which will
be issued shortly. Entitled Codification of Statements on
Auditing Standards, it is sometimes known as the “Blue &
Gold” because of the color of its cover.
An example of the pervasive need for conforming
changes is SAS 58’s replacement of “we have examined
the financial statements..with “we have audited...
Another example is SAS 55’s reference to the “assessed
level of control risk” rather than “reliance on internal
controls.”
The conforming changes will probably have been
made in the looseleaf service by the time this Advocate is
printed. That should then be the primary research source.
Those who prefer paperbacks should use the forthcoming
Blue & Gold as soon as it is available, rather than the
seemingly similar June 1, 1988 reprint. (The product
number of the new Blue & Gold, which also contains
the recently issued SAS 62, Special Reports, is
059019.)
□
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PCPS Develops New
Firm-On-Firm Directory

How to “Break In” to
Peer Review Work
by Dale E. Ratal
Director, AICPA Quality Review Division

Take the 2,000 new firms who have joined PCPS—and
add the 6,000 firms that will need an AICPA quality review
over the next 18 months. What do you get?
Opportunities for firms who perform peer reviews.
This is a growing new market for PCPS members and
other quality firms, yet many of you don’t know how to
maximize it. So, here are some tips to help you market
your peer review services.
First some definitions:
CART stands for “Committee Appointed Review
Team,” which means that the AICPA selects reviewers
from its reviewer data files at the request of the reviewed
firm. Firm-on-Firm reviews are performed by an indepen
dent CPA firm and are initiated, negotiated and contracted
for by the reviewed firm. Association reviews are
arranged by an approved association of CPA firms.
Peer Review is the practice monitoring process for all
members of the Division for CPA Firms. Quality Review,
which is now mandatory for all AICPA members in practice
with firms that are not Division members, follows essen
tially the same process but will use different checklists and
guidelines. In most cases, a PCPS member firm or an
individual who possesses the qualifications to perform
peer reviews also possesses the qualifications to perform
quality reviews.
Step 1. Make sure you and your firm are qualified.
Generally, in order to serve as a team captain on a PCPS
peer review (1) your firm must have received an unqualified
report on its most recent peer review; (2) you must have
participated in a peer reviewer’s training course since
January 1,1986; and (3) you must be a partner, share
holder or sole proprietor. The qualifications for PCPS are
spelled out in further detail on pages 2-10 and 2-11 of the
Private Companies Practice Section Peer Review Manual
booklet (1986 edition). If you wish to perform quality
reviews, you may also want to review paragraphs .17
through .21 of the Standards for Performing and Reporting
on Quality Reviews.
Step 2. Fill out the reviewer resume form* and mail it
to the AICPA Quality Review Division. This form asks for
information concerning your experience in accounting and
auditing, your interest in performing peer reviews and
quality reviews, and the industries and areas in which you
have sufficient familiarity to be qualified as a reviewer. Any
individual who wants to serve on an on-site or off-site
Continued on page 7

As a convenience for members and firms interested in
performing reviews, PCPS has compiled a Firm-On-Firm
Review Directory. This compact volume lists basic informa
tion about firms interested in conducting peer reviews of
Division members and quality reviews of other CPA firms.
A copy is being mailed this month to every CPA firm listed
in the AICPA’s membership files.
Firms in the directory are listed alphabetically within
state, with each listing showing the firm’s address and
phone number, the person to contact, firm size and
number of offices, the types of reviews it is interested in
conducting, and any client concentration categories. A
separate cross reference section lists the firms by size.
If this Directory could be helpful and you did not re
ceive a copy, please request one by mail from the AICPA’s
Order Department. The product number is G00516, and
there is no charge.
□

Case Study: Four Peer
Reviews... And
Prospering
“Terror” is what Don Donohoo remembers feeling as his
firm prepared for its first peer review in 1980. “A lot like an
IRS audit. There was almost no way to get ready, because
there were so few guidelines for reviewers back then.
Basically, no one knew what to expect,” he says.
Nearly a decade later, 18-person D.L. Donohoo & Co.,
of Batavia, Ohio is about to complete its fourth review.
What’s Mr. Donohoo’s opinion now? “Peer review is great,
and the process is great. We’ve made changes after every
review so that issues mentioned in the letters of comment
don’t happen again. As a result, I’m confident that our
quality standards are about the best they can be.”
Specifically, the most valuable benefit that the firm
received from three peer reviews is “documentation. We
exchange information with the peer reviewers—like new
forms, new procedures and different management pol
icies—to help us manage our practice better. Sometimes
it’s just helpful to talk over problems with someone who
doesn’t live with your firm every day.”
Being reviewed is only half of the story, according to
this long-time PCPS member, who recommends that firms
also plan to act as peer reviewers. “You learn as much
Continued on page 5
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Four Reviews and Prospering
Continued from page 4

doing other firms’ reviews as going through your own,” he
notes. “All five of the shareholders in our firm have done
peer reviews—you find out it’s no piece of cake. It’s just as
trying an experience to sit in the other chair. Here you are,
dealing with somebody’s livelihood. You want to be fair, but
at the same time you have to be sure that the quality
standards are in place.”
Could a negative opinion actually have an effect on a
practitioner’s bottom line? At this point, probably not
immediately. “But a clean opinion will become more and
more important as government agencies and client com
panies learn more about peer review,” Mr. Donohoo
believes.
In the Cincinnati area, D.L. Donohoo & Co. competes
with the large national and major regional firms. Mr.
Donohoo notes: “Being a member of the Division for CPA
Firms never won an engagement for our firm. But it
definitely helps in our marketing efforts with potential
clients and local banks. A lot of times you run across the
mentality at bonding companies and corporations where
people specify “nationally-recognized firm” in their
Request for Proposal. PCPS is one of the factors that

helps our firm qualify in those instances. We’ve also kept
some government contracts because of it.”
D.L. Donohoo & Co. is also a member of the SEC
Practice Section, even though the firm has no public
company clients. “One of the only differences between
PCPS and SECPS is the concurring partner review
requirement for SEC clients, and we do that anyway. We
believe in quality, and we always have. In fact, the AICPA
convention where they first passed the Division program 10
years ago was held in Cincinnati, and so I heard about it
first hand. We joined right after that meeting.”
Any advice for firms that have recently joined PCPS?
“I’d definitely recommend that they participate in a con
sulting review. They weren’t available when we had our first
peer review, but everyone should have one. It’s a ‘snap
shot’ of the quality system—you’re not going to find every
little problem, but you can sure identify the major ones in a
day. If you have a consulting review about a year before
your first peer review, that gives you time to change
people’s habits, to let the new procedures settle in.”
In other words, it’s a long way from being “terrify
ing.”
□
Editor’s Note—For information about an inexpensive confidential
consulting review call the AICPA Quality Review Division,
212/575-5477.

Peer Reviews Conducted by PCPS Committee-Appointed Review Teams
Cost Summary—1988 Review Year

Firm Description

Number
Average
Number of
of
Firms
Professionals

Low

Cost Per Review
Average

High

Average
Cost Per
Review-1987

Sole Practitioner, No
Professional Staff
2-5 Professionals:
1 Partner
2 or more Partners
6-10 Professionals
11 -20 Professionals
Over 20 Professionals

5

1

$1,373

$1,958

$ 2,596

$1,534

15
24
29
34
12

3
4
8
14
35

1,324
1,294
2,149
2,487
3,370

2,483
2,887
3,797
5,393
8,399

3,020
6,516
9,662
8,147
11,921

2,493
2,622
3,451
4,889
8,156

Report Reviews

18

2

327

628

1,255

601

Notes:
1. Cost includes reviewers’ time charges, AICPA’s 10% administrative fee, and reviewers’ expenses.
2. The 1988 reviews include all those conducted on site by PCPS committee-appointed review teams for which the
costs were fully processed at the time of compilation. Cost information is not available for firm-on-firm reviews
and those administered by state societies or associations.
3. Hourly billing rates for reviews of firms with less than 20 professional and SEC clients were $70 for team captains,
$60 for team members who are partners or proprietors, and $50 for other team members. For firms with 20 or more
professionals and all firms with SEC clients, the rates are $10 higher in each classification. On January 1,1989 each
of these rates increased by $5.
4. PCPS member firms normally incur these costs once every three years.
5. Report reviews are offsite reviews available to firms that perform no audits.
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Advocacy Report: PCPS
Addresses AICPA, FASB
and GASB
PCPS Committees continue to alert the standard-setters
to the interests and perspectives of the Section’s member
firms. Here is a summary of recent activity.

AICPA Issues
Realty Association Accounting. In a letter com
menting on the proposed audit and accounting guide on
“Common Interest Realty Associations,” the Technical
Issues Committee (TIC) welcomed the prospect of
authoritative accounting and auditing guidance on cooper
atives, condominiums, homeowners’ associations and
similar entities. Nevertheless, the TIC stated that it “would
strongly oppose the guide’s issuance if, in its final form, it
continues to require the detailed disclosures about future
major repairs and replacements” described in the draft.
Noting that the draft calls for footnotes presenting detailed
prospective information requiring expertise in economic
forecasting and construction, and that earlier attempts to
use replacement cost in financial statements were unsuc
cessful, the TIC concluded that “the increased cost of
providing and auditing such highly subjective readily
manipulated information cannot be justified to the smaller
CIRA.” They also pointed out that “Similar disclosures
would be appropriate for...many capital asset intensive
industries but none have been required under GAAP.”
Commenting on the proposed recognition of common
property as assets of a CIRA, the TIC acknowledged that
many readers would not find this especially useful, but
supported, largely on theoretical grounds, capitalizing all
common property. The TIC also suggested that the guide
include illustrations of financial statements and reports on
comprehensive bases of accounting other than GAAP
Audit Sampling Guidance. In recent meetings with
officials of the Auditing Standards Division, TIC represen
tatives emphasized the problems practitioners are
encountering in implementing SAS 39 on audit sampling.
The TIC’s efforts to have the SAS revised to clarify its
scope and provisions do not appear to have succeeded.
However, it seems probable that the Auditing Standards
Division will develop some additional supplemental guid
ance to assist practitioners.
“Plain Paper” Financial Statements. One of the
PCPS’s major proactive issues goes by the short title
“plain paper.” PCPS committees have urged the Account
ing and Review Services Committee to authorize CPAs to
prepare, in certain circumstances, financial statements for
management use only that do not have to comply with all

the current requirements for compiled financial statements.
The ARSC is studying this issue, which has become a
major item on its agenda. Public hearings may be held
later this year.

FASB Issues
Credit Union Accounting. At the TIC’s request, the
FASB’s Emerging Issues Task Force (EITF)-added to its
agenda the question of whether a credit union’s balance
sheet conforms to GAAP if it does not unequivocally
identify members’ savings accounts as liabilities. The TIC
submitted a detailed letter maintaining that any presenta
tion that obscures the nature of savings accounts as
liabilities violates the 1986 credit union guide. The letter,
which was endorsed by the chairmen of AcSEC and of the
AICPA Credit Union Committee, reviewed the technical
considerations and precedents supporting its view and
cited an item in the January 15,1988 CPA Letter that
emphasized this provision.
The TIC’s position is motivated by concern that local
CPAs might lose credit union clients to firms that are
misinterpreting the guide provision and accepting balance
sheets that do not clearly identify the deposits as liabilities.
At a meeting in early January, the EITF arrived at a
consensus supporting the TIC’s view.
Income Tax Accounting. At a recent meeting with an
FASB representative, TIC members discussed the diffi
culties that practitioners anticipate in implementing SFAS
96, especially that statement’s scheduling requirement.
The FASB representative suggested that the TIC members
review a set of Q&As that the FASB staff was developing to
assist practitioners.
Shortly thereafter, TIC members discussed the draft
Q&As in a lengthy conference call. They suggested a
number of improvements designed to make the guidance
more useful. In particular, the TIC recommended that the
FASB emphasize situations that do not require scheduling.
They pointed out that for many small businesses the
variety of temporary differences is limited and the only
reason to schedule might be for rate differences, for which
an estimated average rate might be used, and urged that
this point should be emphasized.

GASB Issues
Measurement Focus. The TIC provided detailed
comments on the Government Accounting Standards
Board’s discussion memorandum on measurement focus
of business-type activities. Specifically the TIC urged the
GASB to declare that for certain activities the “flow of
economic resources focus” is appropriate for both discrete
and combined financial statements, rather than requiring
these activities also to report using the “flow of financial
resources” focus. The TIC also asked the GASB to
recognize pricing policy as a major factor in identifying
activities to be treated as “business-type.”
Continued on page 8
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How To Break In
Continued from page 4

quality review team must submit a reviewer resume form,
whether the review is a CART firm-on-firm or association
review.
Step 3. Fill out the Quality Review Division’s “Review
ing Firm Interest Form*” if the firm is interested in con
ducting peer reviews or quality reviews. The information
submitted will be included in a master reviewing firm data
bank maintained by the AICPA. Upon request, firms may
obtain a listing of the firms located in a particular
geographic area that are included in the data bank.

The New AICPA DataBase
The forms listed above have been substantially revised this
year, because the AICPA reviewer data base was totally
restructured and set up on an IBM AS/400 computer with
specially designed software. The computer software fur
ther reduces the possibility of human bias in making
assignments.
When the AICPA receives your completed reviewer
resume form, it will be checked carefully to ensure that all
the information is clear and accurate. For example, if the
form lists “SEC-registered clients” as an area of experi
ence, our computer software will see whether your firm
currently audits public companies. If not, we will ask how
you obtained that experience.
When a request for a CART comes in, the system will
select a review team based on:
• Size of Firm. The system will select individuals
from firms of a similar size as the firm being
reviewed.
• Proximity. Depending on the request of the
reviewed firm, the system will select individuals from
firms practicing in the same state but outside the
firm’s immediate practice area, or in an adjoining
state.
• Experience. The system matches the industries
and specialties of reviewers with those of the
reviewed firm.
What if I’ve never been a reviewer before?
To be a CART team captain on a peer review the reviewer
must have previous experience conducting peer reviews.
However, in selecting other team members the new
computer system will not give preference to people with
experience. In fact, if an individual has recently been
assigned to a CART the system will seldom select that
same individual. This will allow more people to participate
in the peer review and quality review processes. Addi
tionally, the data base is being made available to all state
CPA societies who plan to administer quality reviews.
Other ways to make sure you get your share of peer
review engagements will flow from typical practice
development strategies. Here are some to consider:
Direct Mail—After assembling a list of likely candi
dates, you can send them a professional, personalized

letter describing your firm’s capabilities. When you write
the letter, try to put yourself in the recipient’s shoes—what
would make you select one firm over another?
If you do not know the names or addresses of firms to
whom to send a mailing, you can purchase mailing lists of
member firms from the AICPA. Call the AICPA List Sales
and Services Department at 212/575-3896, and they will
send you a brochure describing what is available.
Visibility—Managing partners of member firms tend
to gather at the PCPS conference, advanced CPE classes,
courses on peer review, courses on quality review, and
committee meetings of state CPA societies and the AICPA.
In other words, get out there! The more people you know,
the more inquiries you will likely attract. In our experience,
many firm-on-firm engagements begin as a result of a
casual discussion between professionals.
□
*To receive additional copies of these forms, please write to the
Quality Review Division of the AICPA at 1211 Avenue of the
Americas, New York, NY 10036-8775.

PCPS Express
Continued from page 3

• Mortgage Interest Deduction Rules
• Medicare Catastrophic Coverage Act of 1988
• 401(k) Regulations—Hardship Withdrawal Rules
• Excise Tax on Excess Retirement Distributions
• The New Taxpayer Bill of Rights
• Section 89 Requirements
“The Express definitely increases the name recogni
tion of our firm,” says Mr. Kaufman. “One time, a pro
spective client called me with a specific question about
one of the subjects we had just mailed. But I knew he
wasn’t on our mailing list. Later, when we had lunch, I
found out that his lawyer—who was on our list—had
photocopied the issue and passed it on to his client with a
note saying ‘thought this subject would be of interest to
you.’
“Another time,” he says, “about six months ago, one
of our larger clients had problems that they had to discuss
with their bank, which is one of the major banks in our
regional area. I had met the president and senior VP of
this bank about five years earlier, but had never had any
business dealings with them before. Neither of them knew
I was supposed to attend the meeting.
“When the senior VP walked in I said, ‘Hi, I’m Steve
Kaufman.’ He responded “From Kaufman, Rosenbloom,
Shapiro & Mostow?’ I couldn’t believe he knew our firm
name. ‘I get that tax bulletin from you guys,’ he said, ‘and I
really enjoy it.’ The president walked in behind him and,
overhearing our conversation, said ‘I get a lot of mail from
CPAs, but that’s one of the only things I read.’ ”
PCPS Express is available exclusively to PCPS
member firms. A brochure about the service will be
mailed in April. For more information, or to subscribe
now, call Paul Ainsworth, Newkirk Publications, at
1-800-525-4237 (in New York State, 518-452-1000).
□
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Chairman’s Corner

FASB Proposal Could
Impact Small Business
Clients
Few proposed standards have attracted as much press
coverage as FASB’s recent draft of Employers’ Accounting
for Postretirement Benefits Other Than Pensions. Yet the
FASB is concerned that many small companies and their
CPAs may wrongly conclude that the proposal would not
affect them.
FASB Project Manager Wayne Upton recently called a
meeting of the Board’s small business advisory group to
consider the subject. It seems likely that many small
companies that provide postretirement benefits do so
informally (although the Internal Revenue Code’s Section
89 may change that). The proposed requirement does not
exempt informal unwritten plans, and would affect many
small businesses and not-for-profit organizations.
The proposal’s press coverage has focused primarily
on its impact on large corporations, often suggesting that
the standard would actually discourage postretirement
benefit plans because of their effect on reported earnings.
This is not, however, solely or even primarily a big
business issue. Private companies and the CPAs who
serve them should take notice and make their voices
heard while the FASB deliberates. Individual copies of the
exposure draft are available without charge through August
14, directly from the FASB’s order department.
□
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Continued from page 2

These are only a few of the PCPS programs in the
works. We think they match up well with the expressed
needs of the new members. We’re particularly pleased
with the development of the TEAM conferences, which we
believe fills a particularly pressing need.
Of course, not all of these initiatives will be adopted.
In the final analysis it will depend on the financial and
human resources available. The point is that they are
being considered; many will come to fruition; and they all
reflect the input of our members.
PCPS appreciates that input. It’s the foundation on
which we’ve built. Thank you.
□

Advocacy Report
Continued from page 6

Cash Flows. Responding to the GASB’s exposure
draft on cash flows, the TIC urged, among other things,
that differences be minimized between the cash flow
statements required by the GASB and those required by
the FASB.
□

Distribution Policy
In order to facilitate communication with the key people in the
PCPS, the Executive Committee has directed that each firm
be sent one copy of the PCPS Advocate for each proprietor,
partner or shareholder, with a maximum of ten copies per firm.
The number of copies is based on the firm’s membership
application or most recent annual report.
The Advocate is also sent to the AICPA’s educator mem
bers and certain state CPA society officials. No paid subscrip
tions are available.

